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Abstract

Autofocus is necessary for high-throughput and real-time scanning in micro-
scopic imaging. Traditional methods rely on complex hardware or iterative
hill-climbing algorithms. Recent learning-based approaches have demonstrated
remarkable efficacy in a one-shot setting, avoiding hardware modifications or
iterative mechanical lens adjustments. However, in this paper, we highlight a
significant challenge that the richness of image content can significantly affect
autofocus performance. When the image content is sparse, previous autofocus
methods, whether traditional climbing-hill or learning-based, tend to fail. To
tackle this, we propose a content-importance-based solution, named SparseFo-
cus, featuring a novel two-stage pipeline. The first stage measures the importance
of regions within the image, while the second stage calculates the defocus dis-
tance from selected important regions. To validate our approach and benefit
the research community, we collect a large-scale dataset comprising millions of
labelled defocused images, encompassing both dense, sparse and extremely sparse
scenarios. Experimental results show that SparseFocus surpasses existing meth-
ods, effectively handling all levels of content sparsity. Moreover, we integrate
SparseFocus into our Whole Slide Imaging (WSI) system that performs well in
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real-world applications. The code and dataset will be made available upon the
publication of this paper.

Keywords: Autofocus, Whole Slide Imaging, One-shot Autofocus, Learning-based
Autofocus, Autofocus with sparse content, Autofocus for Microscopy

1 Introduction

Optical microscopes [1–3] are widely used in life sciences [4–6], pathological diag-
nosis [7, 8], wafer defect detection [9], and other fields [10]. Traditional optical
microscopes typically rely on manual focus, which is inefficient and lacks fast adjust-
ment capabilities. In applications requiring rapid focus adjustments, such as long-term
live cell imaging [1], the focal plane can shift due to cell movement, necessitating
the use of autofocus to maintain cells within the focal plane. In addition, autofocus
is critical in high-throughput applications such as whole slide imaging(WSI) systems
[11–13], which require the rapid acquisition and stitching of thousands of images to
achieve composite images with resolutions of billions of pixels.

Over the years, researchers have devised various techniques for autofocus, leading to
two dominant methodological streams: active and passive methods. Active autofocus
systems [14–19] are characterized by the use of specific optical components to focus on
a chosen point or area. For example, the laser triangulation technique is commonly used
for autofocus in photolithography [14, 15], where the angles in a triangle are measured
to determine unknown defocus distances. The Coaxial Defocus Detection method [16,
17] leverages the shape and associated parameters of the laser spot to measure the
defocus distance. A practical application of this can be seen in the Nikon Perfect Focus
System (PFS) [18], which employs near-infrared light to identify a reference plane and
subsequently adjust the focus in real time. Phase detection autofocus (PDAF) [19]
mainly involves the design of specific CMOS sensors to calculate the focus plane, as
exemplified in Nikon DSLR cameras. Despite the rapid speed and high robustness
offered by active autofocus systems, their considerable cost, large size, and limited
precision present significant limitations in numerous applications.

In contrast, passive autofocus methods [20–22] achieve focus by analyzing the cap-
tured image, regardless of hardware modifications [23]. They do not require a specific
light path or sensor, nor do they emit probing light. More specifically, passive methods
can be further classified into two distinct categories: reference-based and non-reference-
based. The most typical example of reference-based methods [20] is the climbing-hill
algorithm [21]. This method controls the z-axis of the microscope to move up and down
to detect contrast changes of the captured image, identifying the high-contrast image
that signifies correct focus. Although this method offers high accuracy, its speed is
compromised due to the need for multiple mechanical adjustments of the microscope.

Recent advances in microscopy focus on accelerating the autofocus speed to facil-
itate applications such as dynamic cell tracking [24] and WSI scanning [11]. This has
led to the development of non-reference-based (one-shot) autofocus methods that infer
the defocus distance directly from a single captured image using regression schemes,
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primarily employing neural networks [22]. The pioneering work by [25] introduced a
Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) to predict defocus distance, training a ResNet
on approximately 130,000 images with varying defocus distances to establish a map-
ping between captured images and their corresponding defocused distances. Building
on this work, [22] integrated additional off-axis illumination sources and utilized a
Fully Connected Fourier Neural Network (FCFNN) for defocus distance estimation.
Meanwhile, [26] employed the MobileNetV2 network, comparing pixel-wise intensity
differences between two defocused images to predict defocus distance. Further innova-
tions include [27] and [28], who both utilized the MobileNetV3 network. [27] achieved
defocus estimation without requiring additional light sources, while [28] incorporated
a programmable LED array as the illumination source. Recently, [29] introduced a
two-step process, involving a defocus classification network to determine the direc-
tion of defocus and a subsequent refocusing network to estimate the defocus distance.
Lastly, [30] proposed the Kernel Distillation Autofocus (KDAF) method, leveraging
virtual refocusing to estimate defocus distance.

In this paper, we highlight a significant challenge that has hardly been noticed
in previous methods. This challenge emerges from our observation that in real-world
microscopic imaging, the captured content is often sparse, as illustrated in Figure 1.
This leads to a majority context of the image being blank, offering no assistance in
estimating the defocus distance. Although previous methods employ a patch-based
strategy, inferring the focal distance by sampling the observation image into patches
and using a voting scheme to achieve a result, our experiments indicate a substantial
decline in performance when this situation arises.

To address this, we propose a content-importance-based defocus distance estima-
tion method, named SparseFocus, which is capable of handling autofocus issues across
all levels of content sparsity, whether dense, sparse, or extremely sparse. This approach
overcomes the limitations of current passive focusing methods in dealing with sparse
issues, opening up new possibilities for autofocus in practical applicability. Specifically,
we first assign varying importance scores to different regions of the image using a fully
convolutional network. Regions with dense content are assigned higher importance
scores, regions with sparse content are given lower importance scores, and regions
without content are assigned nearly zero importance scores. After that, we select the
top-k regions with the highest importance scores and input them into the defocus dis-
tance regression network. Based on the defocus distance for each region, we apply a
pooling operation to derive the final result.

To train and infer our algorithm, we develop an automated microscopic imaging
platform to automatically gather labeled defocused images from microscopic samples.
The observational content of this dataset includes pathological tissues and cells, and
it accounts for both sparse and dense scenarios. Extensive experiments on this dataset
indicate that our method achieves state-of-the-art performance, surpassing previous
methods by a significant margin, especially in sparse instances. Notably, even in
extremely sparse scenarios, where only one region contains useful content, our method
yields satisfactory results.

Contributions.
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Fig. 1 The sparsity challenge in microscopy autofocus. (a) One-shot methods employ neural
networks to predict focus distance directly, thus bypassing the iterative adjustments required by
traditional hill-climbing techniques. (b) illustrates the sharpness curves for both dense and sparse
content scenarios. It is evident that the sharpness curve exhibits significant variations in dense content,
whereas the changes are less pronounced in sparse content. (c) presents images of typical pathological
slides, with the upper section showingWSI thumbnails. We display both the cases of dense content and
sparse content therein.The first three images are dense content, while the latter three are sparse. To
facilitate observation, we enlarge one of the sparse samples and randomly select three representative
fields of view, each containing only a few cells. (d) This observation raises a critical question: can
autofocus be effectively achieved in sparse-content scenarios?

• We observe that the richness of image content significantly influences the perfor-
mance of defocus distance prediction in microscopy. When the image content is
sparse, previous autofocus methods, whether traditional climbing-hill or learning-
based, tend to fail.

• We propose a content-importance-based solution featuring a novel two-stage
pipeline. The first stage measures the importance of regions within the image, while
the second stage calculates the defocus distance from selected important regions.

• We collect a large-scale dataset comprising millions of defocused images to vali-
date our approach. Experiments indicate that our method significantly outperforms
others in both dense and sparse scenarios, and it can also perform autofocus with
extremely sparse content.
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• We develop a WSI system equipped with our learning-based one-shot autofocus
algorithm, which demonstrates promising focusing capability in real-world scenarios.

2 Results

2.1 Dataset

Data Capturing. Considering the scarcity of large-scale, labeled dataset suitable
for our network training, we have developed an automated system for microscopic
image acquisition coupled with an auto-labeling framework. Please refer to Section 5
for more information about our automated microscopy system.

To improve the sample diversity, we obtain a large collection of pathological tissues
and cellular specimens, including samples from the lung, liver, prostate, and exfoliated
cervical cells. The cells are stained using Papanicolaou stain, while the tissues are
stained with Hematoxylin and Eosin (H&E). Specifically, we first collect 400 samples
from patients of different ages and diseases, and then retain 75 cell samples and 63
pathological tissue samples, considering the distinct similarity of most samples. After
that, we categorize the data collection into 6 distinct groups according to the type (cell
or tissue) and sparsity (dense, sparse or extremely sparse) of the data. Selected samples
are illustrated in the supplementary material. For each sample, we randomly selected
100 fields of view, each with a resolution of 2016×2016 pixels. To collect defocus data,
a sequence of z-stack images was captured at 101 different defocus distances, with
a step size of 0.5µm ranging from −25µm to +25µm. In total, we obtain 1, 324, 211
pathological microscopic images with defocus distance labels.

Statistics. We categorize the data based on sparsity and type into six groups. For
cells, we have 3345 dense, 2054 sparse and 1824 extremely sparse z-stacks. For tis-
sues, we have 2923 dense, 1442 sparse and 1723 extremely sparse z-stacks. These
are then divided into training, validation, and test sets in an 8:1:1 ratio, ensuring a
comprehensive and balanced evaluation of our method.

2.2 Evaluation Protocols

In learning-based autofocusing methods, Mean Absolute Error (MAE) of the predicted
defocus distance is often employed to evaluate their performance. However, relying
solely on the MAE for assessment has some limitations. For example, it does not indi-
cate whether the estimated defocus distance falls within the Depth of Field (DoF), nor
does it reveal if the defocus direction is incorrectly estimated. As a result, we intro-
duce two additional metrics: DoF-Accuracy and Direction Success Score (DSS). The
DoF-Accuracy evaluates the degree to which the predicted focus point falls within the
Depth of Field (DoF), providing a comprehensive measure of how well an algorithm
can achieve autofocus, especially for microsystems with varying parameters and dis-
tinct DoFs. The DSS quantifies the precision of the direction prediction. We introduce
this metrics because an incorrect direction prediction by the autofocus algorithm can
lead to more severe image defocus, potentially placing the defocus distance outside
the system’s operational range and preventing successful focus resolution.
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The MAE quantifies the accuracy of the autofocus algorithm by determining the
average absolute difference between the predicted and true defocus distances, which
is calculated as:

MAE =
1

|D|
∑
D

||edi
|| = 1

|D|
∑
D

||d̂i − d∗i ||, (1)

where edi represents the absolute error, d̂i is the predicted defocus distance, d∗i is the
ground truth defocus distance, and |D| is the number of samples in the test dataset.

DoF-Accuracy measures the percentage of absolute errors edi that fall within 1/n
DoF (in this study, we set n = {1, 2, 3}), allowing for a fair comparison between optical
microscope systems with different DoF. DoF-Accuracy is defined as:

DoF -Accuracy =
1

|D|
∑
D

I
(
||edi

|| ≤ 1

n
DoF

)
× 100%. (2)

The indicator function I(·) is defined as:

I(P ) =

{
1 if P is true

0 if P is false
(3)

The DSS measures the percentage of cases where the predicted direction of defocus
aligns with the true direction, which is defined as:

DSS =
1

|D|
∑
D

I
(
sgn

(
d̂i · d∗i

)
≥ 0

)
× 100% (4)

where sgn(·) is the sign function, defined as:

sgn(x) =


1 if x > 0

0 if x = 0

−1 if x < 0

(5)

For the “boundary” case where d∗i = 0, indicating that the image is already in
focus, the predicted defocus direction, whether positive or negative, can be considered
correct.

2.3 Experimental Results

We conduct an extensive evaluation of our algorithm’s performance utilizing the large-
scale dataset that we have assembled. To demonstrate the performance of our method,
we compared it with several learning-based baselines, including those proposed by
Dastidar et al. [26], Liao et al. [27], Jiang et al. [25] and Li et al. [29]. For each baseline,
we partition the image into non-overlapping patches in grid mode, infer the defocusing
distance of each patch, and get the result by a median filter operation. To maintain the
fairness of the experiments, all baseline models are trained under the same condition
as our proposed method, including the use of the same datasets and hyperparameter
settings (such as learning rate, batch size, and number of iterations).
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Fig. 2 Comparing with baselines using regression plots. The regression plots show the results,
with the horizontal axis representing the ground-truth values and the vertical axis indicating the
predicted results. In (a), we mark the upper and lower boundaries of the DoF with lines to illustrate
the distribution of results within this range. An ideal zero-error line is included for reference, indicating
that the closer a point is to this line, the smaller the error and the better the outcome. Points within
the depth of field represent accurate predictions, whereas those outside indicate significant errors.
Incorrect predictions are located in the opposite quadrant. In (b), we compare with baselines using
such regression plots with different content sparsity.
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First, we evaluated our method using randomly selected samples from each z-
stack, as presented in regression plots in Figure 2. In Figure 2(a), we provide case
study of our method with a baseline method (Jiang et al. [25]) under extremely
sparse conditions, involving only one cell. At a defocus distance of +25µm, the cell
is nearly invisible. Despite this, our method accurately predicts the defocus distance
and direction, achieving an error of just 0.3µm. Figure 2(b) presents more testing
results, encompassing scenarios of high density, sparsity, and extreme sparsity. The
test results demonstrate that our method significantly outperforms the baseline, par-
ticularly under sparse and extremely sparse conditions. The majority of our method’s
predictions fall within the DoF, unlike comparing baselines, which exhibit substantial
incorrectness and frequent directional errors, rendering them incapable of accurate
focusing under such conditions. More comparative experiments with other baselines
are provided in the supplementary materials.

Next, we assess the performance of the proposed method using the three metrics
defined in this paper: MAE (Mean Absolute Error), DoF-Accuracy and DSS (Direc-
tion Success Score). Table 1 presents a comparative analysis of the MAE for predicted
defocus distances. The results demonstrate that our method consistently achieves
the lowest MAE and variance across all conditions, regardless of the sparsity of the
data content. Notably, for images with sparse content, our method surpasses previous
methods by a very large margin, reducing the error rate by an order of magnitude.
This improvement is particularly striking when considering images with extreme spar-
sity, where our method successfully performs autofocus with remarkable accuracies
of 0.60µm for cells and 0.45µm for tissues, while other baselines basically fail. This
finding highlights the accuracy, stability, and robustness of the proposed method.

Table 1 Comparing with baselines using MAE. We report the mean absolute error (MAE) and variance
across varying levels of sparsity (dense, sparse, extremely sparse).

MAE (µm ↓) Cell Tissue

Dense Sparse Ex-sparse Dense Sparse Ex-sparse

Dastidar et al. [26] 0.40± 0.50 4.63± 5.67 9.79± 7.68 0.93± 1.70 6.53± 6.24 10.05± 7.41
Liao et al. [27] 0.66± 1.19 4.93± 5.79 9.95± 7.16 1.70± 5.09 5.94± 7.12 10.42± 6.94
Jiang et al. [25] 0.73± 1.93 6.19± 7.90 8.92± 7.34 1.42± 4.55 4.88± 6.62 8.73± 6.69
Li et al. [29] 0.72± 0.53 3.93± 6.28 12.25± 10.65 1.61± 5.05 6.47± 7.26 14.24± 11.32
Ours 0.37± 0.29 0.51± 0.40 0.60± 0.46 0.49± 0.40 0.43± 0.33 0.45± 0.36

The effectiveness of our method is also substantiated through the DoF-Accuracy, as
illustrated in Table 2. While achieving comparable performance in dense scenarios, our
method exhibits a significant advantage in sparse and extremely sparse cases. In sparse
situations, the defocus distances predicted by other baselines often fall outside the
DoF, leading to unsuccessful autofocus. In contrast, our method consistently achieves
accurate focus. For instance, in the extremely sparse case, 58.23% of cell dataset and
71.71% of tissue dataset fell within the DoF.

Table 3 illustrates the Direction Success Score (DSS). Our method achieves excep-
tional performance, exceeding 99% for all conditions. In contrast, other methods
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Table 2 Comparing with baselines using DoF-Accuracy for cell (top) and tissue (bottom)
samples. We report the DoF-Accuracy at n = {1, 2, 3} across different sparsity levels (dense, sparse,
extremely sparse).

DoF-Accuracy (% ↑) Dense Sparse Ex-sparse

1/3 1/2 1 1/3 1/2 1 1/3 1/2 1

Cell

Dastidar et al. [26] 35.18 50.24 80.95 11.93 17.20 31.49 4.07 5.75 11.27
Liao et al. [27] 23.40 33.35 62.13 10.75 15.53 28.52 2.26 3.21 7.08
Jiang et al. [25] 30.95 42.54 67.15 7.90 11.34 20.64 4.61 6.34 10.95
Li et al. [29] 27.46 35.10 50.12 7.41 10.07 14.39 1.85 2.76 4.20
Ours 35.99 50.81 80.46 26.58 37.60 66.55 23.18 33.73 58.23

Tissue

Dastidar et al. [26] 20.48 29.83 53.37 4.28 6.75 14.50 1.75 2.88 6.19
Liao et al. [27] 20.21 29.29 55.82 7.99 12.13 25.37 1.75 2.81 4.81
Jiang et al. [25] 20.81 29.14 56.35 6.87 10.33 22.41 4.06 5.19 8.63
Li et al. [29] 24.83 33.03 47.42 6.08 7.66 11.04 1.81 2.44 3.75
Ours 26.54 39.38 69.72 27.53 40.85 74.69 28.16 41.74 71.71

exhibit numerous incorrect predictions, particularly in sparse and extremely sparse
scenarios.

Table 3 Comparing with baselines using DSS. We report the direction success
score (DSS) across different sparsity levels (dense, sparse, extremely sparse).

DSS (% ↑) Cell Tissue

Dense Sparse Ex-sparse Dense Sparse Ex-sparse

Dastidar et al. [26] 100.00 95.43 69.48 99.95 96.13 63.38
Liao et al. [27] 100.00 95.64 75.92 95.49 84.38 68.15
Jiang et al. [25] 99.69 83.99 76.83 97.27 92.12 83.98
Li et al. [29] 100.00 92.89 63.23 97.46 88.86 53.41
Ours 100.00 99.80 99.96 99.77 99.91 99.94

To further evaluate our method’s performance across varying defocus distances, we
divided the defocus distance into non-overlapping intervals and calculated the MAE
for each interval. Figure 3 displays the error distribution histogram. It can be observed
that the while MAE of almost all methods increases with greater defocus distance, the
degree of increase varies significantly. In dense scenarios, the MAE remains relatively
stable across defocus distances. However, in sparse and extremely sparse scenarios,
baseline methods exhibit a significant rise in MAE as defocus distance increases.
For example, in sparse tissue samples, the MAE of Dastidar et.al [26] increases
from approximately 1 nm to about 16 nm, resulting in autofocus failure. In con-
trast, our method shows minimal sensitivity to varying defocus distance, consistently
maintaining low error levels regardless of the initialization to the focal plane.

9



C
el
l

Dense Sparse Ex-sparse

Ti
ss
ue

Fig. 3 Comparing with baselines using MAE histogram. The histogram illustrates the MAE
performance of our method compared to baseline approaches across various defocus distance for both
cell and tissue samples.

3 Discussions

3.1 The Asymmetry of the Point Spread Function (PSF) in
Microscopy

In the ideal imaging model, the Point Spread Function (PSF) of a microscope is sym-
metric with respect to the focal plane. This symmetry allows algorithms to estimate
the absolute defocus distance but prevents them from determining whether the defocus
is above or below the focal plane, thereby rendering one-shot autofocusing seemingly
impractical. However, in real optical microscopy systems, the PSF often exhibits sig-
nificant asymmetry due to refractive index mismatches among the different media in
the imaging path, such as the slide, sample, cover slip, and the surrounding medium
like air or immersion oil. These mismatches introduce aberrations, including spheri-
cal aberration, coma, astigmatism, field curvature, and distortion, which disrupt the
ideal symmetric distribution of the PSF. Figures 4(a) and 4(b) present the 3D PSF
and 2D PSF of our developed Whole Slide Imaging (WSI) device. These visualiza-
tions are generated using the Gibson & Lanni PSF model [31] within the open-source
software Fiji [32] and the PSF Generator plugin1. Figure 4(c) shows images at sym-
metric defocus distances on both sides of the focal plane. Figure 4(d) illustrates the
differences in pixel grayscale values at the same position for images at 5µm and -
5µm. These visualizations also demonstrate that, in real optical microscopy systems,
the PSF is asymmetric. Additional theoretical analysis on the PSF is provided in the
supplementary materials.

1http://bigwww.epfl.ch/publications/kirshner1103.html
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Fig. 4 The asymmetry of PSF. (a) and (b) illustrate the PSF of a microscopy imaging system,
highlighting its asymmetry with respect to the focal plane. (c) demonstrates the defocused imaging
relative to the focal plane, and (d) presents the comparison of the gray values of pixels at the same
positions corresponding to 5µm and -5µm. Both of them provide corroborative evidence for the
disparities in images at the corresponding locations.

The asymmetry of the PSF, though potentially detrimental to image quality,
presents a unique opportunity for one-shot autofocusing. This phenomenon results in
images with positive or negative defocus on either side of the focal plane exhibiting
distinct characteristics. Although these differences are subtle, the sophisticated feature
extraction capabilities of deep learning can effectively discern them. By capitalizing
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on this physical principle, we propose a one-shot learning-based network designed to
estimate both the defocus distance and direction from a single image.

3.2 Autofocus for Thick Specimens

Autofocus is generally designed for a specific focal plane, assuming that most samples
exhibit little variation in elevation over a field of view. However, for very thick samples,
such as those resulting from the slicing of pathological sections, different regions within
the same field of view may lie on different focal planes (see supplementary material).
This can lead to a scenario where focusing on one region causes others to appear blurry,
complicating autofocus efforts. To address such challenges, strategies may contain: 1)
Designate a specific region of interest for the autofocus algorithm to target exclusively;
2) Employ z-stack image fusion strategy, capturing and fusing images at various z-axis
positions to achieve a uniformly sharp image across the entire field of view.

4 Materials and Methods

An overview of our method is shown in Figure 5(a). Given a defocused image I as

input, our object is to calculate the defocus distance d̂ for it. To achieve this goal, we
propose a novel two-stage pipeline. In the first stage, the captured defocused image
is fed into a fully convolutional network termed Region Importance Network (RIN)

Fw, which simultaneously predicts the important weights Ŵ = {Ŵ1, Ŵ2, ..., Ŵn} for
all uniformly-split patches P = {P1, P2, ..., Pn} in the image (detailed in Section 4.1).
In the second stage, Top-k patches Pk = {Pi} with the highest weights are selected,
and a neural network named Defocus Prediction Network (DPN) Fd is used to predict

the defocus distance {d̂i = Fd(Pi)} for each patch. Finally, an aggregate operation,

i.e., median filtering, is used to obtain the final result d̂ (detailed in Section 4.2). This

estimated result d̂ drives the control system, precisely positioning the objective lens
at the focus plane for optimal image sharpness.

4.1 Region Importance Network

We construct the Region Importance Network (RIN, shown in Figure 5(b)) Fw based
on MobileNetV3 [33], which is tailored to assign importance scores to image patches
P = {P1, P2, ..., Pn} within a defocused input I. Specifically, the process begins with
cropping the original 2448 × 2048 pixel image I to a 2016 × 2016 square, followed
by resizing to 512 × 512 pixels. This preprocessed image is then fed into RIN, which
outputs a 9 × 9 prediction matrix Ŵ = {Ŵ1, Ŵ2, ..., Ŵn}. Each element Ŵi in Ŵ
quantifies the content importance of the corresponding 224×224 pixel patch Pi within
the original image I. We rank all patches P based on important scores and select the
top-k most important patches {P1, P2, ..., Pk} for subsequent processing. The value of
k is denoted as kd for dense, ks for sparse and kes for extremely sparse scenarios.
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(a) Overview of our method (SparseFocus)

(b) Structures of the Region Importance Network and the Defocus Prediction Network

Region Importance Network
Feature Extraction Classifier

Defocus Prediction Network

Top-k

adjust

1. Region Importance Network

Z-axis

2. Defocus Prediction Network

Input image Weight map Patch Defocus distance

Filter

Fig. 5 Framework of the SparseFocus Network. (a) is the overview of our method (SparseFo-
cus), (b) shows the structures of the Region Importance Network (RIN) and the Defocus Prediction
Network (DPN).

4.2 Defocus Prediction Network

We introduce the Defocus Prediction Network (DPN, shown in Figure 5(b)) Fd to pre-
dict defocus distance for each selected patch ({P1, P2, ..., Pk}). Initially, input patches
are processed by a 4× 4 convolution with stride 4 and BatchNorm2d. These features
are then refined through multiple DFENet blocks and downsampling modules. In con-
trast to prior networks that rely on 3 × 3 convolutions, the DFENet block utilizes
large kernel convolutions (7 × 7), enabling the model to capture comprehensive spa-
tial information and long-range dependencies within the input patches. Furthermore,
a max pooling layer is incorporated to retain the most salient features before they
are fed into a linear regression layer for defocus distance prediction {d̂1, d̂2, ..., d̂k}. At
last, a median filtering is employed to return the final result d̂.

4.3 Supervision and Loss Function

The loss L contains the losses for Region Importance Network Lw and Defocus
Prediction Network Ld.
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Importance Prediction Supervision. The loss function for the Lw is the Binary
Cross-Entropy (BCE) Loss [34], calculated between the prediction matrix Ŵ and the

Content Richness matrix W∗. Let N denotes the total number of elements in Ŵ or
W∗, and let i and j denote the indices along the x and y axes, respectively, the loss
function for Lw is given by:

Lw = − 1

N

∑
(i,j)∈W∗

[
W∗

i,j log Ŵi,j + (1−W∗
i,j) log (1− Ŵi,j)

]
(6)

Defocus Prediction Supervision. The loss function for Ld is the L2 loss. For
each selected patch Pi ∈ {P1, P2, ..., Pk}, we obtain the true defocus distances d∗i ∈
{d∗1, d∗2, ..., d∗k}. For true distance labeling, please refer to supplementary materials for
more details. The loss function for Ld is:

Ld =
1

M

∑
D

(d̂i − d∗i )
2 (7)

where M is the number of patches labeled as positive in the predicted matrix
Ŵ. D = d̂1, d̂2, . . . , d̂k represents the predicted values from the Defocus Prediction
Network.

4.4 Implement Details

During training, we augmented the data diversity by adjusting image brightness, con-
trast, and saturation. Brightness was varied within the range [0.9, 1.4], while contrast
and saturation were adjusted within [0.8, 1.5]. Our model was trained for 600 epochs
on four NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPUs. We used the Adam optimizer with an initial learn-
ing rate of 5 × 10−5 and a batch size of 16 for the Region Importance Network. For
the Defocus Prediction Network, we employed an initial learning rate of 1× 10−4 and
a batch size of 128. We set the importance threshold ρ to 0.8, and the number of
selected patches kd, ks and kes are set to kd = 31, kd = 9 and kes = 3.

5 One-shot Autofocus enhanced WSI system

In this section, we introduce an advanced one-shot autofocus-enhanced Whole Slide
Imaging system (osa-WSI), based on our learning-based autofocus algorithm, coupled
with an efficient image stitching protocol for large-scale imaging and an online motion
path planning. The osa-WSI encompasses several key components:

• Motorized XY and Z Stages: These stages offer a resolution of 100 nm in the XY
plane and 50 nm in the Z-axis, with repeatability of 400 nm in XY and 150 nm in
Z, ensuring precise focusing within the microscope’s depth of field.

• Macro-Imaging System: This subsystem captures slide thumbnails and identifies
specimen regions, using both transmissive and reflective illumination modes.

• Microscopy Imaging System: This subsystem is designed for high-fidelity imaging
of both transparent and opaque samples, equipped with a LED white light source,
an APO objective lens, and a global shutter CMOS camera.
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• Motion Control System: This subsystem excels in path planning and camera
triggering, enhancing the overall imaging workflow.

• Integrated Algorithms: These include autofocus, image stitching, AI-based recogni-
tion, and image quality assessment.
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Fig. 6 Overview of three WSI pipelines. (a) represents the workflow of a traditional WSI
system. (b) illustrates the pipeline incorporating one-shot autofocus technology, implemented via a
two-step method. (c) demonstrates the dynamic acquisition process of the WSI pipeline using one-shot
autofocus. (d) showcases the real instrumentation of our one-shot autofocus enhanced WSI system.
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Fig. 7 Autofocus across the entire slice using our osa-WSI system. We present two
cases—cells in panel (a) and tissue in panel (b)—to demonstrate the superior autofocus capability
of our osa-WSI system. Readers can compare the accuracy of our method with the traditional KFP
interpolation approach by examining the error maps provided in the figures.
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These technologies establish our WSI system as a cutting-edge tool in the field of
pathology.

Figure 6 presents a comparison of the workflow pipelines between the pro-
posed osa-WSI and a traditional WSI system. The traditional system, depicted in
Figure 6(a), relies on interpolating from pre-selected Key Focus Points (KFPs) to
create a FocusMap for the entire slide, which is inefficient and susceptible to signif-
icant errors on uneven sample surfaces. Our osa-WSI system addresses these issues,
as outlined in Figures 6(b) and 6(c). Figure 6(b) describes a two-step process that
maintains the FocusMap construction but with improved speed and accuracy. In con-
trast, Figure 6(c) illustrates a one-step process that generates FocusMaps in real-time
during scanning, thereby eliminating the need for pre-construction.

Furthermore, Figure 7 provides two examples of defocus distance estimation across
the entire slice using the proposed osa-WSI, termed the FocusMap. This method
outperforms the traditional KFP interpolation technique in focal estimation accuracy,
as evidenced by the error map comparisons.

6 Conclusion

We propose a learning-based two-stage network incorporating Region Importance Net-
work and Defocus Prediction Network to enable autofocus for both dense, sparse or
even extremely sparse microscopy images under the one-shot setting. Our method can
effectively identify local regions with important content and subsequently estimate
the defocus distance using these regions. We also introduce a new large-scale dataset
that provides a variety of defocused images with dense and sparse scenarios. Exper-
imental results demonstrate that our method significantly improves defocus distance
estimation accuracy compared to existing learning-based one-shot methods, especially
in sparse scenarios. Building on this method, we develop a WSI system that exhibits
promising focusing capabilities in real-world applications.

Data availability. The datasets captured and analyzed during the current study
are available from the corresponding author on request.

Code availability. The code supporting the findings of this study is available from
the corresponding author upon request.
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